The Appiicairts have aitiended hidei?®deat Giaims 1 ari4 24 for the sake of clarity. 

The Appll&mts siM&d a ppt of sul:;^<?ct miatter of CJMm 3 Mo Ckmx 4 md 

similarly added part of th& subjecl matter of; Claim 25 into Claim 26, Claims 3 and 2.5, 

mspQciivelfi have aecoftisgly been caneelled. Also, the dependency of Glaimg 4 ajid 26 has 

been changed to depend fmm ii^depei^dent Ctaitris I aiid 24, respectively. 

The Applicants have Jinii.ep.de:d Claims 22 and 31 to defiiesid &om Clamls I and 24. 

respsectiyeiy. 

FiHallyj Claims 5> 6, 27 and 28 hayeb<seii t^6eUed. 

Entr>' of the above ainendxnents and cancellations into the official file is res|?eetMly 
reqiieisted. 

eiaiiiB li^ 3-6 si>d 19-23 staiid rejeGted undier 35 USC §103 over the co3Enbination of IP 
'252 \¥ith J? '846. The Applicants respectfuiiy subipit that the rejection is now moot with 
respect tO; cancelled Ciaim$ 3 md 5. The Appliciants mspect^lly stibrnit that Ofie skilled in the 
art would not msks ^le combination, but in my event the combmation would still &ii to 
discldse, teaeh or suggest the sttbject matter of those claims. 

The rejection helpfully identifies specific structure and locations in JP '846 with respect 
to structnife that eorrespoisds to thait of Glstm 1 , llowe^^t, ifere is a portioh of the rejection fiiat 
cites that there is stTuclMe that corr^spoads to either of tiie first and second FRP layers being 
formed as lower strength FEP layer, and the lower strength FRP layer forms a. crushable 
stmcture that absorbs impaci to a pedestnan during a eollisioiiL However, there is no reference 
to a loea^on in JP *S#6 &>r such a stFUcture. The Applicants respectfMly submit that tliere is a 
reason tor iliis lack of identiflcatios of location of JP '846 for that claimed feature. That is 
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because there is ih? sueh disciosufe ia JP '846. There is no ffientim of pede^aas, lio meBtien of 
absorbing impacts ©f aay type^ much less duritig a eolHsida Fuitheri there is no disclosui^e 
concemiiKg (iiSerences in strength between fiijst and second FRF la^'ers. 

Instead, IP '846 is directed to a classic sandwich type FRP panel which comprises two 
FRP sarfeee sikins aaid a core tKaterial. This structure is -diselpsed for the ptsiposei ohtainiiig 
the highest rigidity passible mtii iagli endurance, low weight md excellent insulation 
characteristics. Eor example, para^aph [0002] of iP '846: refei^ to the panels as being 
lightweight and high in rigidi^-. Paragraph [0003] reters to acquiring high rigidity and 
Improving rigidity, Farapaph [0004] refets to a core jnaterial iii kilovm FRF panels. However, 
there are imbiems with such paneis because, as disclosed in paragFaph [0006] of JF '846, there 
is stiK a Imk of rigidity and insulation properties, lliat is solved by JP '846 in aiisnging at 
least one FRP sheet on both sides of the core materia!. This results in high rigidity and light 
weight as Inferred to in paragtaphs [0013] and [0014]. Further references to improving rigidity 
may be found in paragraphs [0019], [002?] and [0037], for exaiuple. Hdwewr, there is simply 
notiiing with respect to disclosure of ei ther of s^ie Applicattts ' fnsit and jsecopd FRP layers formed 
as a lower stret*gth Fftf laiyer aiid alower sh:en^ FRF forms a cf^shable structure that absorbs 
impact to a pedestrian during a colhsion. Hence, the AppHcants disagree with the 
ch^aeterization of any such disclGStsre ia JF ^846. 

The rejection does, however, frankly acknowledge that JP *846 tails to disclose that 
di^rences In rigidity or differencss in strength or both are pr6vi#*i by oM or two or more 
differences selected fi'om the group consisting of a difiei^iice in aiiiount of reinforcing fibers, 
difference of property of reinforcing fibers and a difference in oriehtatioh of rdnforcing fibers, 
wherein the FRP panel is an FRF solid plate formed iniegrally wife the .first FRF layer and the 
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seeoad FRP layer and tfee difference ia stfengfe k p Mg!i breaking eloagation layer os 

the lower stresigtli FRP layer. The Applica5Us agree. Thus, the rejection tiims to JP '252 to cure 
tto deficfeBcy, 

JP '252 is also directed to paaeis haying iiigh dgidity. However, JP '252 discloses a high 
local rigidity wMeh is directed to solvir^ the pis^feiem of sepaistlon of the core ilsssin : material 
from localized portions of the FRP skin. ThaSj JP 252 adds a separate layer 5 to sappreiss 
sep^ation Bcom the skiii io improve Ipcai rigjdlty. Mowev^, there are several probiems with JF 
'252. First, &ere is utterly bo disclosure in JP '252 with respect to tbrini|ig a cryshabie strut?tu?e 
that absorbs impacis tp a pedestriaia during a collision. In fact, JP '251 feads those skilled in tlie 
art in tl^e opposite direction, la particuiar, JP '252 is directed to increasiag localized rigidity siS 
opposed to decreasing localized rigidity to form a crushabk struetvjjre. ThaSj the AppHeaints 
respectfully siibniit that if one skilied in the art is atteispting to create aa FRP paaei that has a 
crushaMe structure that absorbs impacts to ia pedtestjiari di^rmg a CGliissottj one skilled in the art 
would have so incentive: to look to IP '252 (aS well as JP '846). That is becape jjeithgr 
disclosure mentions the problem of fomiiag a crushable structure that absoths impact to the 
pedestrian during collision, much less any possible solution. That is simpiy because tliey did not 
recognis^e the problem, 

k any eVer^i JF *^252 1^(^ those skilled in fee art away fi^m t^^^^^ 
I because, it increases localized rigidity as opposed to decreasing rigidity in a selective way to 
ibrni a crushable structure ti^t absorbs impacts to a pedestrian duriiig ^ collision. Therefore:, 
even if one skilled in the art were to look to JP '252 {m well as JP 'S46}, those skilled in the art 
vyouid fee led away from what the Applicants have aehieved. On this basis done^ the Applic^ts 
respectf\jiiy submit that the rejection must fail. 
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However^ is still ano^er problem in tliat the struetiire of JP '252 does not coastltate 
either the first or ihe second FRP layers bemg fonaed as a lower sti-eagtli FRP layer, wherein tbe 
#|ferences m strength are fro^Med by one or tiivo or more dii|«;fenc«§ selected from tise groiip 
coHsistiag of a diflereflce in anioimt of remforGiag; fibers aii<l a diflference in proper!)' of 
reliiforcmg ifeers aivd s diiforeBGe la orieatatbn of f eisfor^^ Imtead, JP *2S2 takes a 

completely different approach aiid actually laminates aBother difierent layer to one of the FRP 
layerSi There h lio disGlospe vi^hatsoeyer coiieemmg providiiig FRF layers of differetit 
strengths. In each instasjce is JP '252.^.tlim is no disclosure with x^espect to the FRP layers 3 ajid 
4 haviftg differences in strength. To the extent that any diffej^iiee in strength is provided to fee 
overall paael, tiiat is done by the addition of a sijpplemeotal layer, aot by providlsig diffeences 
m strength between the two FRP layers, it iiiherentiy followis that JP '252 dcies not provide 
differences that can be pBe i6r twd or mote iselected :ftoih tfee gs&up consbtirig of a dlffererice in 
tlie aiiionnt of reinforcing fiberSs a diHerence in property of reinforcing fibers and a difference in 
orientation of the reiaforeiag libers, 

ITius, Applicant respectfully submit that even if one skilkd in the art: were to 
combine JP *352 with JP '846 (despite a lack of aisy motiva^on, teachings or suggestion to do 
so), the result would not be- differences in strength in the FRP layers, but improved localized 
rigidlt)'^ by the addition of a completely di!T€3?ent la>^^ as desGribed by JP 

'252. As a coase«|uence, the Applicants respeet&lly submit that the rejectioft raust fail. 

Finailyi with lesspect to this reieetion, the iTe|ectlpn itself notes jisat it would be obvioixs to 
one skilled In the art to use a different fiber with a difterent rigidity as tauglit by JP *252 on the 
pf odiict of JP * 84 6 to change the strength of the paael and pre vent fi-ac turlng of the panel when in 
a collisioii. Assuming arguendo it would be obvious to change the strength of the panel. 
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^mt would be a chajige ia inGreasmg iie strength of a panel mt deei^asitig the stieiigtii of a pan^l 
to provide for a crushable structure, l|ius, the combmatioa is completely inapplicable to Claims 
l,4md 19-23. Withdta?(V^ai of t&erejectio^^ re<f|uest§d. 

Claims 15-17 slaad rejected under 35 USG §103 over die further combination of 
Fiijimoto to Jl' 'S46 and JF *252. Howeverj the AppUcaata respectMly siibrait tliat F^j|raot<5 
fails to cure the deficiencies set ibith above mth respect to tiie eombination of IP '846 aiid JP 
'252, Withdrawal of the rejectioiEi is respectfully reqitest^. 

Claims :24'2^, 31 and 32 stand rejected under 35 Lf SC §163 over the qombimtion of JP 
'856 with JP *846. The Applicants respectfeUy subrriit that the rejection is now moot wills 
respect lo canceiled Claiiss 25, 27 and 28. 

JP '846 Is iBapjjUcable to independent Claim 24 for the same reasons set forth with 
tespfccl to the iBappli<;abiiisy of JP *846 to Claim I. JP '846 is also iiiapplicable for the reasons 
frankly aclcnowledged in the rejection, wherein the difference In ^Tength is pmvided by 
introducing a diseontiaupus part of a remforeiag fiber substratej which is a tti^er point Ibr 
breakage, on at least one reinforciiig fiber stibstrate layer of the lower strength FRF layer, 
wherein a difference; ta planar rigidity against extemai force is pro^Med between said first and 
second FRP layers by providiiig a difference in hardness between a surface aid a back surface of 
said core malepal Hence, raledion t!ims to JF *856 to cur^ thojse deieienciss. 

l|ulike IP '252, JP '856 acknowledges the possibiliiy of collisions and the use of a 
■■ciease bead" with re^ct to traditional metal tepdSi^otjnBts- The>lF *S56 $ohit!on is to provide 
at least one layer of an FRP matetiai having two or more layers, wherein fibers are cut 
beforehand along a line of a cutsing plane as disclosed m paragraph [OO I OJ , for example. This is 
said to be the same as tlie Applicants' intfoduction of a discontinuous pait of a reiiilbrciiig fiber 
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substrate m the rejection. However, there are still proMems wfe JP '856 and its hj^tfaeiieai 
combination witfe JF '846. JF '856 discloses that, by inlmducing a cist line into the fiber layer, 
dgklity 6f tlie mt ^iis pm$ k i!0\is^^ mi by m^Mmg tBe iiitmfeed cijt iins part ilmctioii as a 
U~igger, the whole of the hood is defomied into bent eoEfigwation, However, siiiee a breakage 
I>revei3ii0!i layer is provided to suppress separatioii, JF *8S6 teaclses that It is not preferred iiat 
tbe parts oji both sides of the fiber cut line part are separated and broken into two parts. 

Because it is necessarsr'' to ioeate the discontinuous fiber layer aiid tlie breakage 
prevention layer Ib a single plate to ensure necfissar}^ rigidity and strengtii, the tliiekness of the 
plate is increased arid this increases the di lEHciilty of moidability, etc. 

In sbaip contrast, the Appiieants' discontinuous part is structured so tliat the hood is not 
bent, but separated or positively broken into two or tnore pai^ aioi?g the diseontinuows part. If 
breakage occsrs at tbe discontinuous part by stress cohcentrati to collision, because cycles 
of stress coricenljatibR breakage sequentially occur successively in FHP layers adjacent tlie 
discontinuous part as a i^suJt^ the FRF plate is separated or bixjken aiid &e ability to protect a 
pedestrian is increased. 

Sihee amoBg two FRP plates the aboye-deseril^sd: part weak in strengtli is provided in one 
FRP plate, the respective FRP plates can be made tiiin. Tiierefore, moidability is simultajteously 
improved. Renee, th^; siibject matter of Gfeims 24-28^ 31 md 32 is sKll jquite diifent Ibm ihe 
combination) of '856 and '846. 

Additiondiy^ Cimnj 34 recites that there are #ffereaces in strmgtb in eitl:i^r of the first 
and second FRP layers that are caused by a difference in the amount of reinforcing fibers, a 
diffetence in property of reinforcing properties and a ^fferenee is orientation of reiniMciag 
fibers beyond introduction of the discontinuous part of a reinforcing tlber substrate, rhe specific 
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problem w^h the mmhmMion of JP wMi JP 'M6 then becomes the tact that neither 
reference discloses, teaches or suggests that Mditiotially elaim^^^ teature. l%ei« is iio disclosure 
iti iP '146 or IP t^pect to ditferehceS In the amoisnt of reinforiiimg fibers. There is tvo 

tliscassioE ill JP '846 or IF '856 \wtli, respect to dlflereaces brought about by the properties of 
ths mt^mmg fibers. Tk&m k m (^scipsure is either of JP *846: or W '^S6 with respeet to 
orientation of the reinforcing fibers, 

lie cdmbiiiatidn relies soiely oh difference in strength provided by introtliicifig a 
<MseoRtiipous part of a reinforoing; Sber sabstrgite, not at least one of the other three differences 
in streagthv As a conseqiie^ce, the Appiicants tespectMly submit tlja;t if one skilled i« th^ 
art were to hypolhetically eombiae JP '856 witli JP the slriictijre v^^ould still be different 
becaase there would be no Mgher strength FRF layer and lower strength FJtP layer, #h^^ the 
dilferetices in strength are; provided by one: or two or more difterences selected from the group 
consistmg of a difference iii epidimt of reiiifofchig fibers, a difference in property of relnfbreing 
fibers and a difeenee in orientation of reihforeihg ttfeers. Withdrawai of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

In llgiit of tl^ iforegoingi^^t^ x^espectfnlly submit that the entire appMcation is 

now in condition for allowance, which is respectfnlly requestedr 

Reispectfblly submitted, 

T. Daniel* C'hristeahurj' 
Reg, No. 31,750 
Attorney fot Applicants 

TDC/vp 
(215) 65$-33S:i 
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